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----Dear Mr. caton:
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d four copies of the National Exchange Carrier Association,

nc.'s D1rec~ Case in the above-captioned matter.
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SUMMARY

NECA sho~. in this Direct Ca•• tha~ its 800 Data Base Service

Tarift is in compliance with the Communications Act and with the

commission's Order. in CC Docket No. 86-10. The claims of some

petitioners in this proceeding that certain terms and conditions

icontained in the 800 Data Baae service Taritfs were not clear do

not pertain to NECA' tariff.

In this Direct case, NECA has demonstrated that its tariff

languaqe is unambiquou& in the description and application of basic

query service and the provision of vertical features. To ensure

proper applicability of NECA's Tariff F.e.C. No. 5 query rates,

NECA required member companies to put in a designated oftice type

code in Tariff F.C.C. No.4.

Since no Ee tariff participants are SCP owners, NECA'e lawful

irate development WillS based on rates prepared by SCP owners and

~hird party transport providers. The calculation of NECA's 800

:.ata sa.e Service rates was conducted in accordance with

pommission's rules and the rates were updated to reflect reductions
1

.ad8 by GTE, pacific Ball and United Telephone. Respon.es to the
II

~ur.au'. data qua5tions containea in Appendioes A and B of the
i

basiqnatign Qrder and additional worksheets have been provided to
I
~upport the current 800 data base query charge. NECA also .t_tea

that it did not use. computer model to develop its rates.

I For these reasone, the Common carrier Bureau should find

HECA's 800 Data Base Tariff lawful and permit the current rates and

terms and conditions to remain in effact.
I
I
I

-- --,,._-



TABLE OF CONTENTS

i Summ.ary" " • • • • • • • " • • • • .. • .. • • • .. .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 41 • • • • • • • .. • • • • • i

I • BACKGROUN'D. • .. • • • • " " " .. • • • • ., • • " • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1

II. ISSUES DESIGNATED FOR INVESTIGATION AND NECA'S RESPONSES 4

A. Terms and Conditions................................ 4

B. BOO Data Base Query Tarilf8-Rate ot Return Carriers. 6

III. CONCLUSION " It , • • • • • • 11
I

.ATTACHMENTS

1. D••iqnation Order - Appendix A Questions

LA. Appendix B-2 of th. DBsignation or4er

2-2A. June 1993 NECA Acee•• Charge Filinq
Workaheets-Revised supporting the
800 Data Sa•• Query Charge

.. "f""!tr"



Before the
I'BDBnL COJDIUJJ:ICA'l'IOlfI CoaI'.lOll

•••hinqton. D.C.

RECEIVED

SEP 2 0 1993

FEDERAl ClllMUNICATI~S CCNMlSSlON
(lRCE OF THE SECRETARY

In the Matter of

: 800 Oat. Bae. Access Tariffs
and the 800 Service Manaqements
system Tariff

)
)
}
)
)

CC Docket No. 93-129

DIllac'!' CAS.

The National Exchanqe carrier Associat.ion, Inc. (NECA) submits

i its Direct case in reapon.e to the commi••ion's Designation QrdAr

in the above·oaptioned proeeedinq.l This Direot Case demonstrates

that the NECA 800 Data Base Service rates and rate structure were

reasonable an4 developed oonsistent with the Commission's rules.

I I. BACKGROtJJID

In oompliance with co_iesion orders regarding the

implementation of the 800 Data Ba.•• eyst.ea,2 NECA filed ita 800

Data Base Service tariff revisions to HECA's Tariff F.C.C. No. 5

iunder Transmittal No. 540 on March ~,1993. This filinq added

terms and conditions and proposed rates applicable to NECA ECs'

provision of 800 Data Bas. Service on a per query basi., to become

leffective Hay 1, 1993.
!

: 1 800 Data Ba•• Access Tariffs a.nd the 800 S.rvioe Ma.nagement
System Tariff, grder D••ignAtinq I ••u.. tor :rnvestigat~on, CC
,Docket No. 93-129, (DA 93-930) rel. July 19, 1993 (Designation
larder) •
i
I 2 iH Provision of Acoea. tor 800 service, CC Docket No. 86-10,
(second aepgrt Ind Order, 8 FCC Rcd 907 (1993) (January 29 800 Access
IService Order); order, 8 FCC Rc4 1423 (1993) and MporandUll1 Opinion
land Qrder, 8 PCC Rcd 1402 (1993).
,



The new 800 Data Base system is based on the deployment. of the

signallinq system , network which, among other thinga, carri••

signallinq tor BOO traffic. This siqnallinq network int.eract.s with

several regional databa.e., oalled Service Control Point. (sePs),

which contain customer records and routing instructions for each

800 number. When an 800 call is plaoed, it is held at the Service

Switching point (SSP) until a query can be sent. to, and routing

instructions reoeived from, the SCPo

NECA currently has no tariff participants that are SCP owner••

So•• !e. covered under HECA'e tariff have local exchange switches

:equipped with SSP capability. The.e ICs are able to send a query

over the as, network to one of the reg-ional SCPs. other ECs do not

i have SS7 capabilities and therefore must forward a query to a
I
I
I.witch that has SS? interconnection capabilities. On April 8,
I

11993, NECA revis.d it. BOO Data Ba.e Service Tariff filing, through
I

!Transmittal No. 548, to add language that allowed ordering of
I
,

!trunks for 800 Data Base Access Service at d••ignated non-SSP
I
lequipped end offices that could aooommodate di:t"ect trunkinq of

loriginatinq 800 oalls.
I
I

Although both ot NECA's transmittals were challenged, none of
\
[the petitioners provided adequate substantiation for a suspension

2
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or investigation of NECA's rate•• ' on April 28, 1993, the Common

Carrier Bureau, however, issued an order to institute an

investiqation into various EC 800 Date Bas. Service tilings

including HECA'e Transmittal Nos. 540 and 548. 4 The Bureau decided

to suspend and investigate the 800 Data Base query tariffs of both

those ECs owninq SCPs and tho.. that do not own SCPs because they

"rai•• [d] siqnificant questions of lawfulness reqardinq cost

allocations, resulting rate levels, and terms and conditions."~

Th. Common Carrier Bureau subsequently issued its Designation

Order and requested that the designated ECs, inaludinq NECA,

,respond to a series of questions related to the 800 Data Base

,Tariff f1lin9 terms and conditions and rate development for both
I

rate of return and price cap oarrlers • Although many ot' the

800 Data Base Acce•• Tariff Order at ! 16.

que.tions are not directly applicable to HECA'S pooling members,

3 SU NECA's Reply t.o various Petitions to Reject and/or
Suspend and Investigate HECA'. Taritf F.e.C. No. 5 Transmittal No.
!540, filil!d on April 1, 1~513. In this Reply at 4, NECA demonstrated

,that Petitioners had either stated simply that NECA's rates were
'too high without meeting the Commi••ion's requirements for
specificity and support; confuaeCS HECA with price cap compani•• ; or
failed to evan mention NECA specif ically , jUllt making oblique
references to other carriers filing 800 Data Base query charqe
Itariffs. See tIeR HBCA'. Reply to General communication, Inc.'s
iPetition to Rajact, or in the Alternative, suspend and Inv8stiqate
'NECA'. Tariff F.C.C. No. 5 Transmittal Ho. 548, filed April 21,
\1993. GCl's Petition took exception to the use of the word "or"
linatead of -and" in HEel's tariff language. In its April 21 Reply
a.t 4, NECA stated that NECA' II original language met both the FCC's
'and ceI'S intent; bUt that if the commis.ion ordered the language
ito be changed, NECA would comply.

I 4 _ 'l'he Bell operating Companiea' Tariff for the 800 Service
IXanaqement Sy.te., Tariff F.C.C. No. 1 and BOO Data Base Acc•••
~ariff., Order, 8 FCC Red 3242 (1993) (800 Data Base Access Tariff
IOrder) •
i ,

3
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NECA has r.sponded below to tha Bureau'. quast.iona concerning

tariff terms and conditions and ehe rat. of return issues

associated with the 800 Data Base query tariffs. 6 Through these

responses, NEeA demonstrates that its 800 Data Baa. service r.tes

are lawful and should remain in effect unchanqed.

A. 'IPW' up cPMPI'1'IOII

I ••u. 1: The degre. of clarity with which the EC 800 data
base taritts desoribe the service. oftered. Under
this issue, the co_i••ion invit.es oomments on
whether terms' and conditions are consistent with
the Communications Act and with the Commi••ion's
Orders in CC Docket No. 86-10. 'Ubiaau.: Should
the ECs include the RESPORG services in their 800
data bas. tariffs?

ileA I.'PQII_: HECA's 800 Data Base Service Tariff is in

icompllance with the Communications Act and with the commi.sion's

Orders in CC Docket No. 86-10. In its Designation Order, the

Bureau cited many petitioners' clai~s conoerning term. and
I
[OOnditions contained in the 800 Data Baae Service Tariff•. These

declarations that certain terms and conditions are not olear do not

pertain to NECA'. tariff.

For example, the Bureau repeated petitionera' claim.s that some

ECa' taritts tailed to _tate clearly that baaic 800 query .ervioe

included area of service routinq at the LATA 1e"e1.7 NBCA' s Tar it' t

F.C.C. No.5 at Section 6.1.3(A) (3) .tate8:

6 a.a Dlliqnation order at !! 6-7 and 34-38.

7 Isla. at ! 6.

4
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Tha Basic QUary provide. the identification of the custom.ar to
whom the oall will be delivered and inoludes area of service
routing which allows rout.ing of 800 calls by telephone
coapanies to different interexchanqe carriers (IXes) based on
the Local Ace••• Transport Area (LATA) in which the call
oriqinates.

NECA believ•• this tariff description ia clear in reqard to area of

. service routing at the LATA level.

section 6.1.3(C)(3) at NECA'S Tariff F.C.C. No.5 addresses

, the Bureau's concern that BCs may not clearly describe when an EC

may charge for a query When the associated call ie not delivered to

the interexchanqe carrier (IXC). This tariff language which can

also be found in Section 6.4.1(C)(B) states:

A Ba.ic or V.rtical Fe.tur. Quary charqa • . • i. a••••s.d for
each query launohe4 to the 4ata Dese which ic!entities the
cUlltomer to whom the call will be delivered.

NECA's tariff specifies that the charge is only applicable after a

query of the 800 data base haa been launohed, and the IXC customer

to whom the call is to be delivered has been identified. In its

January 29 800 Access service order, the Commission stated that

"LECs may charqe IXCe for coapleted queries even if tho LEe never

i actually deliver. the a••ociated call to the IXC" and concluded

that "[ i] f a LEe incurs the cost of a oompleted 800 data base query

on behalf of an IXC customer, that a8 a matt.er of economic

efficiency, the a••ociat.ed IXC shOUld be r ••ponaible for covering

those costll ...1 In accordance with that c01llJlli••ion order, NECA has

! clearly atated in ita taritt that the query charqa will occur when

I the query haa 1:I••n launched. and the IXC haa been identified.
1

8 January 29 800 Access Service Ord.er, 8 FCC Rod at 909.

!5
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In addition, the NlCA t.ariff has no raterence. to the

. market.ing of vertical te.tUt'•• and therefore cannot be construed fl.

permitting ECs to warket vertical feature. directly to end users,

in contravention of the Co~i••ion/. Orders in CC Docket No. 86­

10.!l NECA drew its lanquaqe coneerninq vertical features contained

i in section 6.1.3(C) (3) directly from the commission's Orders in CC

Doclc.et No. 86-10. 10

NECA has not included references to RESPORGS in ita Tariff

p.e.c. No. 5 becau•• nona of the Bes conourring in NECA'a tariff

are currently RESPORGs. since NBCA has not. ~een involved in this

issue, i~ is not addressing que.tions associated with it in its

Direct Case.

B. 100 Pita •••• Qulry Tariff. - Bate or 'Itura carri.rl

R&~e of ••t.UII. Be.' Ml. in ~Z'ovi4inq Tbeir
servic.. Otfered ill 'l'b.ir !luiff.. The Bureau
invited parties to address whether the originatinq
IC may properly establish tariffed charqes tor the
query service When the neighbOring EC who provid••
thi. aervice a180 had charge. for the service in
its tariff.

DOA IU'OI••: HECA's Tariff F.C.C. No. 5 in Section

6.4.l(C) (8) states that:

QUery charqes ••• will only be applied by tho.. companies
whose wire centers are identitied as assessinq query charges

II au Bureau' IS discU8810n in ~.liiunrtlonOrder at ! 6 and not.

10 compare NECA's tariff language in section 6.1.3{C)(3) ot
its Tariff F.C.C. No. 5 with the CO_is8ion'. d.scription of
vertical features in the January 29 800 Access service Orcler, 8 FCC
Red at 907.

6



in the National Exchange Carrier A••oeiation, Inc. Tariff
F.C.C. No.4.

'1'0 suppon the•• tariff provisions, NECA has instructed meJlber

companies that they should be included as billinq Bcs in Tariff No.

4 in those instances where they have been asses.ed a query oharqe

by e1the.r the data base owner or by a connectinq carrier, which

they then must pass on to a customer.

Becau•• of the various billing configurations available in the

800 Dat. sa.e network. HEel member companie. mayor may not render

bill. for the BOO data ba.e query. NECA's tariff allow. for eith.r

the non-SSP end oftice telephone company or the SSP company to bill

for the query.

If a NHeA EC own. an SSP an4 launches a query to the 800 data

base, that Be will generally be ••••••ed a charc.;e by t.he SCP owner.

The EC would either as••ss the tariffed query charge to the

oustomer t.o whomever the 800 call is delivered or pa•• the charqe

on to a connecting Be. In the first instance, this EC would have

the correct designation in Tari!! F.C.C. No.4.

If a NECA EC doe. not own an SSP, that EC must. enter into an

arrangement. with a company that does own an SSP. The EC and SSP

owner must decide who will assess the query eharqe. When an EC is

asae••ed a query charge by an SSP owner, t.hat EC (with the proper

designation in Tariff F.C.C. No.4) will in t.urn apply its tariffed

query charge to whomever the 800 c~ll i. delivered. When an EC is

not a••essed a query eharqe by an SSP owner, t.hat Be (who does not

appear in Tari~f F.C.C. No. 4 with the atorementioned 800 query

designat.ion) will not. bill the tariffed query charge.

7
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NECA was very careful to devise an unambiquoU8 method to

. determine which EC ia responsible for billing the query charge to
I

the cU.~OlIl.r.1l The Tariff No•• designation assists any industry

representative in such a determination.

Query and
lui••ue At
change. in
service and

vertioal Feature. Rate development.
Do these tarifts properly flow throuqh
EC costs of providing basic query

vertical feature•.

IICA ••SPOUI: DCA revised its tariff on May 10, 1993,

(Tran.mit~.l No. 553), becau•• of reductions by the GTE Telephone

System Companie., Pa.cific Bell and United Telephone Company. The.e

revi••d rat•• became effective on May 11, 1993. NECA revised it.

tarift on June 29, 1993, (Transmittal No. 561) because of

reductions by the United Telephone Company, Pacific Bell and GTE.

These revisions became effective on JUly 2, 1993. NECA has fully

reflected changed rate lavals ot SCP providers and, as with other

expense change., will update ita data to include any SCP rate lavel

change. and reflect oorresponding new 800 Data Base Service rates

in its next Annual Ace••• Tariff Filing.

lui••ue I: Have the rate of return ECs properly atated
the demand on which their query rates are
b•••d? BC. must demonstrate that adju.tmen~.
to aemand based on number ot unbillable
queries are warranted and that their demand
••timet•• are reasonable.

IIC& a••POUI: NBCA completed the Designation Order Appendix

A questions which a.re inclUded. here a. Attachment 1. Attachment lA

11 s•• NECA Tariff Transml~tal No. 542 Which revises Tariff
P.C.C. No. 4 to add the Otfice Type Code of "ROlf tor 800 QUery
Charge Billinq Location.

8



18 page Appendix B-3 of the D"ignition ord£ whioh is the

Informa~lon Request spreadsheet for 800 Data B••, Servioe Costs

required by the Bureau. 12 Revised. worksheets supporting the

current 800 data base query charge are enclosed with this Direct

Case (See Attachments 2 and 2A). These worksheets display

modification. to the work.h.et. that were filed on June 29, 1993

(Transmittal No. 561). The.e .edification. refleet data

corrections that did not impaot the rates.

There are two types ot queries. The first type involves an

SSP query that reoeive. an SCP response identifying a customer

without available access facilities. In this case, SCP owners will

bill the SSP; and the SSP will bill the customer even though the

call oannot be d.liv.r.d. u NECA did not includ. any allowance for

unbillable queries of this type in ita rate dev.lopm.nt.~

The second type involves an 800 number that iB not aSBigned to

a customer. The SCP respon.e to the SSP query indioates t.hat. it 1s

an una.signed number. SCP owners will not bill the SSP for this

type of query. Ind.pendent Teleco1D1llunications Network, Inc. (ITN),

a third party provider, doe. bill the SSP a transport rate of

$.007, tor all queries, inclUding queries tor unassigned numbers. 15

u paqe B-1 of the spreadsheet is not included because it is
not applicable to NECA.

1S b8. discussien on page 5 supra.

1. NECA believ•• t:hat th••• are leq1timate COAts, and reserves
the right to include th... cost.. in future filings if it become.

! impractical to bill the.e type. ot queries to customers.

l' au Attachment 2A.

9



· To recover ITN'. charges to the SSP, NECA added a , percent cost

expansion faotor to ITN'. rat. in its rate development calculation.

As a result, the overall rate impact from unb1l1able queries i. 1.9

percent.

Reasonableness of CCSCIS cost Allocation. ECs that
used computer modele to develop investment-based
costs in th.ir direct cases must disclose those
moclels on the record if their justitication for
their rates wall ~a.ed on the model.

pea Q"QJJ8': NECA did not us. a computer model to develop

its rat... The rates were developed based on rate. prepared by SCP

owners and third party providers. NECA has not included any

specific sSP inv••tment-based costs of EC tariff participants in

its rates.

10



In this Direct Cas., NlCA haa demonstrated that its 800 Data

8ase. Service rates and terms and conditions are reasonable and

lawful. HEel'. tariff lanquaqe 1s unambiquous in the description

and application of basic query .ervice and the proviaion of

vertical features. NECA has explained how an EC concurring in its

Access service Taritf must be designated in Tariff F.C.C. No. 4 to

be con.idered a provider of 800 Data Base servie•••

The development of NECA'. 800 Data Base Service rates was

conducted in accordance with Commission's rules and the rat•• were

updat.ed to reflect reduotions in SCP ollmer tariff rates. For these

reasons, the COlll1llon Carrier Bureau shOUld find NECA'. 800 Data Ba••

Tariff laWful and permit. the ourrent rat•• , aa well as terms and

condition., to r-main in effect.

Respectfully SUbmitted,

National BXehanqe Carrier Association, Inc.

100 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981
(201) 884-8160

Its Attgrnay

September 20, 1993

11



DESIGNATION ORDER - APPENDIX A QUESTIONS
CNECA RI§PQNSES UNDERLINED1

1. For 800 data base service, provide the demand level used
in your cost calculation•.

s.. Appaodix B-2 sgreadsheet Which ia Attachment 1& to
this Direct ca'•.

2 • If in calculatinq your costs, you lowered your demand
estimate to campen.ate tor unbillable queries, thereby
iner.aainq your costs, provide the percent by which you
lowered demand.

HICA 4id not adjust thl demand to account for unbillable
queries. Se. DCA R,spons, to Direct Cas. Issue S.
Subi••ue B for an explanation of how unbillabla qUeries
were inclUded in the MICA rAt. devolgpment.

3. Explain and justify your rationale tor the factor used to
d.er•••• demand for your ratemakinq calCUlations.

Not applicable.

4. Provide 'the name of the SCP provider for your query
service.

See pirect Ca,e Attoghmentl 2 and 2A.

5. Provide the name of the set=' provider for your query
service.

See pirest Case Attachments 2 and 2A.

6. Did your SCP provider{s) revise rate. since your oriqinal
rate calculations?

X"I certain set grovidlrs have royised its rate. since
RICA's original March S, 1993 filing. Tranamittal
No. SlOe

7. It your SCP prov1der(a) revised rates, have you revised
your rat•• to refleot the chanqe in your costs?

8. It you US8 two or aore SCP providers a.nd develop a
oOlllposite query COlt, explain how the composite is
calculated for inclusion in your rates.



IleA's rat•• for 800 Dati Bal. IrQ based on I dlmand
weight.d natignwid' Iyerage of the charge. inqurred RY
Tralfic S.naftive pooling companiel. The NECA pool g:uary
aemand for lagh SCP WAS multiplied by the bASic gyory
rat, tor that sa. :fba iocr.ental rat. ditter.nc.
~.tw.en A balia qutry and • vertiCil q,utry va. multiplied
by the yartigll future dglnd for IAch SCE own". The
'Ylrag. scp bi'io qy.~y gOlt, art the r,.ult of dividing
the tum of thl produgt.. of .ach complny" Pa.ie rate and
th.ir quary dUAn4 hx the total popl Wiry 40.»d. The
iogr.lntll JaN' quvy COlt of Y9rtigal :eltur" is
dayalgped by diViding tbl 'um of tho produgt. ot thoir
YVt.1gal tMtur, inQl'p'DUl sharp and lagh SCP OWlrl
1CVt;lgll f ••;;ur' Olund l:ri the total nM pOOl vertical
feature d__And. Th' ayarA;' Sce vertigAl feature coat
PAr query ia NUll to the })alie g)1IrY cost. plu, the
inc;amental vertical !.atur• COlt.

9. If you u•• a tran.port proviOer, provide the name and per
query rate a•••••ed by that provider.

PlOe;ens)lnt Tllicopunigationi 16'80". lnc. (ITlf)
$ • Qg7 per qu,ry. MICA. aMod • JlM"t gQlt; expan.ion
fActor of 5 percent to Iccount tor unbillable queri,••
~" Pillet ca... It; I ••u. 5. SuPi••u. B. }fICA hi'
contirmed w:j,t.h ITJI that .gt.u.l JUly and August diU
IU»port. 'thl rata of unbillabll em.rie. at approximately
!5 PVoW.

In Alllk.. traffic 'tn'itiYI pooling les utilize an
AlAlggglUDitt4 n'tw0rk to ICC." thl united Scp. ~h.
A111Cp. portign ot the network i. treAted RY IEeA 0' a

H::ft:;a m:idHiCi'~;JQ;::;YC=;·:rUi· ffr~ I:
fi,~g;i:(b~St~5ii'~Ya\h::cz.:=;n:o~t
a••••• $,023 plr gpaxy. in addition to the SCP owner'.
bAte at $.00619 WI' tb.re(or. AOCuratl.

10. Provide work.h.ets showing all relevant data and
calCUlation••

11. Inclu<1e Ind jUlltify any other costs incurre<1 to provic1.
800 service.

No o1:h,r co,t. were Uled in 4oY'lop1ng the 800 QUery
rate,.
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JUNE 1993 NECA ACCESS CHARGE FILING - REVISED
800 DATA BASE QUERY CHARGE

ATTACHHENT 2

MONTHLY Per Query TOTAL Per Query
~ ~ c~r=c ~

AdditionalVertical MONTHLY
Interstate BASIC BASIC VERTICAL VERTICAL Less Basic VERTICAL VERTICAL

SCP Provider 800 Queries Rate COSTS % Rate Query Rate 800 Queries COSTS
A B C D;::BxC E F G;::F-C H;::BxE 1= G xH

1 AM-1 3,619,739 $0.00220 $7,963 60.50% $0.00240 $0.00020 2,189,942 $438
~---I- -------I- ~~

2 AM-2 2,011,822 $0.0012 $2,414 60.50% $0.00140 $0.00020 1,217,152 $243-------I--- ~~------1----

3 BA 4,962,797 $0.00309 $15,330 30.00% $O.O~~ $0.00033 1,488,839 $487
c-~------~-- -~----------f---------

4 BS 8,184,085 $0.00390 $31,918 18.00% $0.00415 $0.00025 1,473,135 $368- e-- ---.-----1----

5 GTE 2,870 $0.00670 $19 28.00% $0.00670 $0.00000 804 $0--1------- --- - _._~-- ~----"--

6 NYNEX 325,608 $0.00419 $1,363 1.99% $0.00689 $0.00271 6,480 $18
~~---- I-- ---~----r---~---

7 SWB 1,995,330 $0.00160 $3,193 15.50% $0.00189 $0.00029 309,276 $90
--~~---I- ---~ ------ r---~

8 USW 3,573,252 $0.00350 $12,506 4.00% $0.00419 $0.00069 142,930 $99
~-1---- ---,.,-- '----~ --~~- -

9 UTS (AVG) 2,177,101 $0.00619 $13,476 3.00% $0.00754 $0.00135 __ ~,313 $88
-~--

10 SNET 2,147,845 $0.00440 $9,451 10.00% $0.00575 $0.00135 214,785 $290

11 PAC 494460 $0.00528 $2611 2.00% ' $0.00540 $0.00012 9,889 $1

12 TOTAL 29,494,909 $100,244 7,118,545 $2,122
(Ln 1 Thru Ln 11)

Average Per Query Data Base Costs:

13 SCP Basic Cost (Col. D Ln 12 / Col. B Ln 12) $0.003399
14 Incremental Vertical Feature Cost (Col. I Ln 12/ Col. H Ln 12) $0.000298
15 Total SCP Vertical Feature Cost (Ln 13 + Ln 14) $0.003697

---~._. --- ~- --- - ----- -=:::.-=:: ~-=--==-_--==.-:--=-------=::--=-===:..:..=-==--=----'-----=---"",-",,~~- - -_-::--.-- --- --- ---,-



JUNE 1993 NECA ACCESS CHARGE FILING - REVISED
800 DATA BASE QUERY CHARGE

Third Monthly 800 Transport
Party Interstate Per Query Total

Transport 800 Queries Costs Cost
A B C D = BxC

1 ITN 11,884,112 $0.00735 $87,307

2 SDN 453,143 $0.000 $0-_... ---~----- ------------- . - -'---,. - ----

3 INS 2,016,080 $0.000 $0

4 MEANS 1,830,828 $0.000 $0
- ----'--

5 ALASKA 1 400614 $0.023 $32,214

6 TOTAL 17,584,777 $119,521
(Ln 1 Thru Ln 5)

7 Total Pool Queries (EXH. 1, Col. B Ln 12) 29,494,909
8 Averaae Third Partv Cost Der Pool Query lCol. D Ln 6 I Ln 7) $0.004052

NECA Pool Rate Development:

9 Average SCP Cost Per Basic Query (EXH. 1, Ln 13) $0.003399
10 Average SCP Cost Per Vertical Query (EXH. 1, Ln 15) $0.003697

11 Basic Query Rate (Ln 8 + Ln 9) $0.0075
12 Vertical Query Rate lLn 8 + Ln 10) $0.0077

Revenue Calculation: Basic Vertical

13 1991 Total Annual Queries 268,516,368 85,422,539

14 1993/1994 Test Period (7.5% Growth) 321,730,271 102,351,364

15 Test Period Revenues $2,412,977 $788,106

------ _._-- .--.---- .--- -- -- ------

ATTACHMENT 2A


